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DETAILED ACTION 

1. This Office action is responsive to the following communication: Request for Continued 
Examination filed on 9 August 2007. 

2. Claims 1 and 3-28 are pending and present for examination. Claims 1 and 19 are in independent 
form. 

Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

3. A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set forth in 37 CFR 
1.17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this application is eligible for continued 
examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e) has been timely paid, the 
finality of the previous Office action has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's 
submission filed on 9 August 2007 has been entered. 

Response to Amendment 

4. Claims 1, 4-6, 19-23 and 28 have been amended. 

5. No claims have been added. 

6. No claims have been cancelled. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

7. As per the rejections under 35 U.S.C 112, Applicant's amendment has been acknowledged. 
Accordingly, the rejections have been withdrawn. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

8. As per the rejections under 35 U.S.C 101, Applicant's amendment has been acknowledged. 
Accordingly, the rejections have been withdrawn. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

9. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness 

rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art 
are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a 
person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be 
negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

10. Claims 1, 3-8, 15-18, and 19-23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Dayal (USPGPUB 2004/0172385, hereinafter referred to as DAYAL), filed on 27 February 2003, and 
published on 2 September 2004, in view of Reinhardt (US Patent No. 6,772,164, hereinafter referred to 
as REINHARDT), file on 8 July 1997 and issued on 3 August 2004. 

11. As per independent claims 1 and 19, DAYAL, in combination with REINHARDT, discloses: 

A method for intermittently accessing and retrieving data contained in a business data 
database, comprising the steps of: 

A) receiving an indication to begin accessing records in the business data database 

{See DAYAL, [0002]}; 

B) receiving an indication from a user indicating a user-specified rate of accessing 
data in the business data database {See dayal, [0041]}; 

C) setting a period of time to pause between accessing an entry in the business data 

database and accessing a next entry in the business data database based upon 
the user-specified rate of accessing data {See dayal, [004i]}; 

C-l) accessing entries in the business data database wherein accessing an entry in 
the business data database comprises: 

D) reading an entry in the business data database that includes business data 

{See DAYAL, [0040]}; 

E) indexing at least a portion of the business data by storing an index entry in an 

index on a computer readable medium {See reinhardt, col. 3, lines 21-30}; 

F) pausing for the period of time {See dayal, [0040]}; and 

G) advancing to the next entry in the business data database {See dayal, [0040]}; 

and 

H) repeating steps D-G. 
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The combination of inventions disclosed in DAYAL and REINHARDT would disclose a method 
wherein the method may systematically query a database at a desired rate and index the query results 
into an index. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the above invention suggested by DAYAL by combining it with the 
invention disclosed by REINHARDT. 

One of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to do this modification so that the user 
may pause the process from further accessing of entries should such be necessary to quell a system 
threshold overload. 

12. As per dependent claims 3 and 20, DAYAL, in combination with REINHARDT, discloses: 
The method of claim 1 wherein: 

receiving the indication from the user comprises receiving an indication of a desired 
pause between finishing accessing the entry and advancing to the next entry in 
the business data database {See dayal, [0041]}. 

13. As per dependent claims 4 and 21, DAYAL, in combination with REINHARDT, discloses: 
The method of claim 1 further comprising the steps of: 

detecting a current load on the business data database {See dayal, [0041]}; and 

adjusting the rate of advance through the business data database based on the 
detected load {See dayal, [004i]}. 

14. As per dependent claims 5 and 22, DAYAL, in combination with REINHARDT, discloses: 

The method of claim 4 further comprising the steps of: 

decreasing the rate of advance if the current load is above a first threshold level {See 
dayal, [0040]-[004i]}; and 

returning to the indicated rate when the load drops below the first threshold level 

{See DAYAL, [0040]-[0041]}. 

15. As per dependent claims 6 and 23, the claim does not carry patentable weight since the 
claim recites "increasing the rate of advance ... if the current load is below a second threshold." 
Therefore, since the "if" statement only conditionally allows for the increase in the rate of advance, the 
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claim limitation is optional and not necessary to the claimed invention. Accordingly the claim is rejected 
and prior art will not applied. 

16. As per dependent claim 7, DAYAL, in combination with REINHARDT, discloses: 

The method of claim 1 further comprising, creating a key in the index for the entry in the 
business data database, wherein the key corresponds to an identifier for the entry in 
the business data database {See REINHARDT, col. 3, lines 21-30, wherein this reads over "the data 
model of each database tab!e has to take Into account all data fields of all the data sets which potentially 
have to be stored in this database table" and "the so defined database table is capable of storing data sets 
which are in accordance with the predefined structure"}. 

17. As per dependent claim 8, DAYAL, in combination with REINHARDT, discloses: 

The method of claim 7 wherein the step of indexing copies the at least a portion of the 
entry in the business data database to the key in the index {See reinhardt, col. io, lines 
44-47, wherein this reads over "[t]he field description may also contain indications as to whether a field 
should be indexed or not when forming an index"; and col. 11, lines 21-27, wherein this reads over "[t]he 
overall-index is formed from the logical list by indexing, the indexing over the fields . . . consisting over 
user data but also over the field contents consisting of descriptors"}. 

18. As per dependent claim 15, DAYAL, in combination with REINHARDT, discloses: 

The method of claim 1 further comprising the steps of: 

receiving an indication form a user indicating the portions of the entry to be copied 
to the index; and indexing that portion of each entry to the index {See reinhardt, 
col. 10, lines 44-47, wherein this reads over "[t]he field description may also contain indications as to 
whether a field should be indexed or not when forming an index"}. 

19. As per dependent claim 16, DAYAL, in combination with REINHARDT, discloses: 

The method of claim 15 further wherein indexing comprises: 

replacing the entry in the index with the business data in the business data database {See 
REINHARDT, col. 11, lines 21-27, wherein this reads over w [t]he overall-index is formed from the 
logical list by indexing, the indexing over the fields . . . consisting over user data but also over the 
field contents consisting of descriptors"}. 

20. As per dependent claim 17, REINHARDT, in combination with DAYAL, discloses: 

The method of claim 1 further comprising the steps of: 

receiving an indication from a user to stop accessing entries in the business data 
database {See dayal, [0028] }; and 

stopping the accessing of entries in response to the received stop indication {See 

DAYAL, [0040]}. 

The combination of inventions disclosed in DAYAL and REINHARDT would disclose a method 
wherein the user may prompt the method to stop accessing entries in the database by pausing the 
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claim limitation is optional and not necessary to the claimed invention. Accordingly the claim is rejected 
and prior art will not applied. 

16. As per dependent claim 7, DAYAL, in combination with REINHARDT, discloses: 

The method of claim 1 further comprising, creating a key in the index for the entry in the 
business data database, wherein the key corresponds to an identifier for the entry in 
the business data database {See REINHARDT, col. 3, lines 21-30, wherein this reads over "the data 
model of each database table has to take into account all data fields of all the data sets which potentially 
have to be stored in this database table" and "the so defined database table is capable of storing data sets 
which are in accordance with the predefined structure"}. 

17. As per dependent claim 8, DAYAL, in combination with REINHARDT, discloses: 

The method of claim 7 wherein the step of indexing copies the at least a portion of the 
entry in the business data database to the key in the index {See reinhardt, col. 10, lines 
44-47, wherein this reads over "[t]he field description may also contain indications as to whether a field 
should be indexed or not when forming an index"; and col. 11, lines 21-27, wherein this reads over "[t]he 
overall-index is formed from the logical list by indexing, the indexing over the fields . . . consisting over 
user data but also over the field contents consisting of descriptors"}. 

18. As per dependent claim 15, DAYAL, in combination with REINHARDT, discloses: 

The method of claim 1 further comprising the steps of: 

receiving an indication form a user indicating the portions of the entry to be copied 
to the index; and indexing that portion of each entry to the index {See reinhardt, 

col. 10, lines 44-47, wherein this reads over "[t]he field description may also contain indications as to 
whether a field should be indexed or not when forming an index' 7 }. 

19. As per dependent claim 16, DAYAL, in combination with REINHARDT, discloses: 

The method of claim 15 further wherein indexing comprises: 

replacing the entry in the index with the business data in the business data database {See 
REINHARDT, col. 11, lines 21-27, wherein this reads over "[t]he overall-index is formed from the 
logical list by indexing, the indexing over the fields . . . consisting over user data but also over the 
field contents consisting of descriptors"}. 

20. As per dependent claim 17, REINHARDT, in combination with DAYAL, discloses: 

The method of claim 1 further comprising the steps of: 

receiving an indication from a user to stop accessing entries in the business data 
database {See dayal, [0028] }; and 

stopping the accessing of entries in response to the received stop indication {See 

DAYAL, [0040]}. 

The combination of inventions disclosed in DAYAL and REINHARDT would disclose a method 
wherein the user may prompt the method to stop accessing entries in the database by pausing the 
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execution. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the above invention suggested by DAYAL by combining it with the 
invention disclosed by REINHARDT. 

One of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to do this modification so that the user 
may pause the process from further accessing of entries should such be necessary to quell a system 
threshold overload. 

21. As per dependent claim 18, REINHARDT, in combination with DAYAL, discloses: 
The method of claim 1 further comprising the steps of: 

receiving an indication from a user to display the progress of the method {See dayal, 
Para. 0028, wherein this reads over "method for a client to inquire into the status of an ongoing 
query and resuming the query from the pause record or terminating the query, as desired"}; and 

displaying to the user the progress of the method through the business data 
database {See DAYAL, Para. 0040, wherein this reads over "the client pauses the query execution, 
monitors the partial report, then either terminates the query or issues a continue request"}. 

The combination of inventions disclosed in DAYAL and REINHARDT would disclose a method 
wherein the user may request the progress of the method be displayed by inquiring into the status of the 
process. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to modify the above invention suggested by DAYAL by combining it with the invention 
disclosed by REINHARDT. 

One of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to do this modification so that the user 
may use the progress of the method to determine whether a pause in the method is necessary. 

22. Claim 9 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over DAYAL, in view of 
REINHARDT, and in further view of Brandli et al (U.S. 5,701,469, hereinafter referred to as BRANDLI), 
filed on 7 June 1996, and issued on 23 December 1997. 

DAYAL and REINHARDT teaches the limitations of claims 1, 3-8, 15-18, and 19-23 for the 
reasons stated above. 
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DAYAL and REINHARDT differ from the claimed invention in that they fail to specifically teach a 
method wherein a timestamp of an entry is indexed (claim 9). 

23. As per dependent claim 9, DAYAL, in combination with REINHARDT and BRANDLI, discloses: 

The method of claim 8 wherein the step of indexing copies to the key a time stamp 
indicating a date the entry was last modified in the business data database {See 
BRANDLI, col. 7, lines 47-51, wherein this reads over "documents have been modified since the time 
indicated by the time stamp contained in the content index entries"}. 

The combination of inventions disclosed in REINHARDT and BRANDLI would disclose a method 
wherein a timestamp indicating a date of modification is copied to the key. Therefore, it would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify the above 
invention suggested by REINHARDT by combining it with the invention disclosed by BRANDLI. 

One of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to do this modification so that the 
method would be able to update the entry according to the timestamps presented. 

24. Claims 10 and 24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over DAYAL and 
REINHARDT, in view of Official Notice. 

DAYAL and REINHARDT teaches the limitations of claims 1, 3-8, 15-18, and 19-23 for the 
reasons stated above. 

DAYAL and REINHARDT differ from the claimed invention in that they fail to specifically teach a 
method wherein a program returns to the first entry in a database subsequently to having reached the 
last entry in the database (claim 10). 

25. As per dependent claims 10 and 24, DAYAL, in combination with REINHARDT and Official 
Notice, discloses a method comprising, upon reaching a last entry in the business data database, 
returning to the first entry in the business data database and repeating steps B-D since it is well-known 
within the art to have a program loop around wherein the program is configured to intermittently access 
data in a database. 

26. Claims 11-13 and 25-27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
DAYAL, in view of REINHARDT, in further view of Official Notice, and in further view of BRANDLI. 
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27. As per dependent claims 11 and 25, DAYAL, in combination with REINHARDT, Official Notice 
and BRANDLI, discloses: 

The method of claim 10 further comprising the step of: marking in the index a time 
stamp indicating when the first entry in the business data database was accessed 
{See BRANDLI, col. 7, lines 47-51, wherein this reads over "documents have been modified since the time 
indicated by the time stamp contained in the content index entries"}. 

28. As per dependent claims 12 and 26, DAYAL, in combination with REINHARDT, Official Notice 
and BRANDLI, discloses: 

The method of claim 11 further comprising the step of: marking in the index a second 
time stamp indicating when the first entry in the business data database was 
accessed for a second time {See BRANDLI, col. 7, lines 47-51, wherein this reads over "documents 
have been modified since the time indicated by the time stamp contained in the content index entries"}. 

29. As per dependent claims 13 and 27, DAYAL, in combination with REINHARDT, Official Notice 
and BRANDLI, discloses: 

The method of claim 12 when the business data database is accessed for a third or 
subsequent time, further comprising the steps of: replacing the first time stamp in 
the indexes with the time stamp contained in the second time stamp; and marking in 
the second time stamp a time stamp indicating when the first entry in the business 
data database was accessed for a third or subsequent time {See brandli, col. 7, lines 47- 
51, wherein this reads over "documents have been modified since the time indicated by the time stamp 
contained in the content index entries"}. 

30. Claims 14 and 28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over DAYAL and 
REINHARDT, in view of Official Notice and BRANDLI, and in further view of Guturu et al (U.S. Patent No. 
6,581,075, hereinafter referred to as GUTURU), filed on 28 December 2000, and issued on 17 June 2003. 

DAYAL and REINHARDT teach the limitations of claims 1, 3-8, 15-18, and 19-23 for the reasons 
stated above. 

DAYAL and REINHARDT differ from the claimed invention in that they fail to specifically teach a 
method wherein timestamps are compared and steps performed according to the results of the 
comparison (claims 14 and 28). 

31. As per dependent claims 14 and 28, REINHARDT, in combination with Official Notice, 
BRANDLI, and GUTURU, discloses: 

The method of claim 12 further comprising the steps of: 
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prior to indexing the entry, comparing the time stamp of the entry with the first time 
Stamp {See GUTURU, col. 1, lines 58-64, wherein this reads over "comparing a timestamp of the 
data record to a timestamp of the data update request"}; 

if the time stamp of the entry is earlier than the first time stamp, then performing 
step D; 

if the time stamp of the entry is later than the first time stamp, then performing step 
C {See GUTURU, col. 1, lines 58^64, wherein this reads over "the data record is updated with the 
data update request if the time stamp of the data update request is substantially greater than the 
timestamp of the data record"}. 

The combination of inventions disclosed in DAYAL, REINHARDT, BRANDU, GUTURU, and Official 
Notice would disclose a method wherein timestamps are analyzed and compared so that if a timestamp 
of an entry is earlier than that of a timestamp recorded for that entry in the index, the next record is 
processed. Furthermore, should the timestamp be later that the recorded timestamp, the modified data 
is then recorded to replace the existing data in the index. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify the above invention suggested by 
DAYAL and REINHARDT by combining it with the invention disclosed by BRANDU, GUTURU, and Official 
Notice. 

One of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to do this modification so that the 
method may properly take the appropriate steps subsequent to a timestamp comparison. 

Response to Arguments 

32. Applicant's arguments filed 9 August 2007 have been fully considered but they are not 

persuasive. 

a. Finality Issues 

Applicant asserts the argument that Examiner has unfairly disadvantaged Applicant by 
rejecting claims that were previously indicated as allowable. It is noted that in the Office action 
dated 11 August 2006, Examiner noted that"[c]laims 3-6 and 20-23 would be allowable if 
rewritten to overcome the rejection(s) under 35 U.S.C. 112, 2 nd paragraph, set forth in this Office 
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action and to include all of the limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims." The 
Examiner notes that the originally presented claim 3 recited the following: 
The method of claim 2 further comprising the steps of: 

receiving an indication from a user indicating a desired rate of pause between finishing accessing a 
first entry and advancing to the next entry in the business data database; and 

setting the period of time to pause between entries based upon the indicated rate. 

However, in the Amendment filed on 14 November 2006, Applicant failed to fully 
incorporate the limitations of claims 3 and 20 into claims 1 and 19 respectively. That is, 
Applicant simply incorporated portions of the claim language found in claims 3 and 20. 
Accordingly, Applicant has failed to include all of the limitations of the base claim and any 
intervening claims such that the claims may be allowable. Therefore, the Examiner notes that 
the subsequent Final Office action was appropriate, having given Applicant a reasonable chance 
to respond to the rejections of the prior Office action. 

b. Claim Rejections under 35 U.S.C. 101 

Applicant's arguments with respect to claim 1 and 3-28 have been considered but are 
moot in view of Applicant's Amendments. 

c. Claim Rejections under 35 U.S.C. 112 

Applicant's arguments with respect to claim 1 and 19 have been considered but are moot 
in view of Applicant's Amendments. 

d. Claim Rejections under 35 U.S.C. 103 

Applicant asserts the argument that Reinahrdt and Dayal fails to "teach or suggest any 
type of speed adjustment for indexing data." See Amendment, page 10. The Examiner 
respectfully disagrees. It is noted that Dayal discloses a method wherein "the client pauses the 
query execution, monitors the partial report, then either terminates the query or issues a 
continue request." See Dayal, [0040]. Therefore, wherein the user can dynamically pause and 
continue a query, one of ordinary skill in the art would have been able to determine that said 
user action would read upon the recited limitation of this present limitation (i.e. "receiving an 
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indication from a user indicating a user-specified rate of accessing data in the business data 
database")- Furthermore, it is noted that Dayal discloses a report governor which can pause 
execution of the query if system resources are exceeded. See Dayal, [0039]. Wherein a user 
would effectively set which system resources and thresholds the report governor monitors, one of 
ordinary skill in the art would have been able to read said disclosure within the scope of the 
claims limitations of the present invention. 

Accordingly, the claim rejections under 35 U.S.C. 103 are sustained. 



33. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner should 
be directed to Paul Kim whose telephone number is (571) 272-2737. The examiner can normally be 
reached on M-F, 9am - 5pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, Apu 
Mofiz can be reached on (571) 272-4080. The fax phone number for the organization where this 
application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent Application 
Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications may be obtained from 
either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is available through 
Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 
866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or 
access to the automated information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



Conclusion 




Paul Kim 

Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2161 
TECH Center 2100 



